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- ThB MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address - 
Period for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If the period for reply specified above is less than thirty (30) days, a reply within the statutory minimum of thirty (30) days will be considered timely. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 
• Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 

- Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
eamed patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 

Status 

1 )M Responsive to communicatlon(s) filed on 29 September 2003 . 
2b)M This action is FINAL. 2b)D This action is non-final. 

3) n Since this application is in condition for allowance except for fonnal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 1 1 , 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) 13 Claim(s) 1-20 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) 0 Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) 13 Claim(s) 1-20 is/are rejected. 

7) 13 Claim(s) 1.11 and 16 is/are objected to. 

8) 0 Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) n The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10) 0 The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)n accepted or b)n objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1.85(a). 
Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the con-ection is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 

1 1) 0 The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 
Priority under 35 U.S.C. §§119 and 120 

12) 0 Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 19(a)-(d) or (f). 

a)nAII b)n Some*c)n None of: 

1 .□ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2. n Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3. n Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 

application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 

13) 0 Acknowledgment is made of a claim for domestic priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119(e) (to a provisional application) 

since a specific reference was included in the first sentence of the specification or in an Application Data Sheet. 
37 CFR 1.78. 

a) □ The translation of the foreign language provisional application has been received. 

14) 0 Acknowledgment is made of a claim for domestic priority under 35 U.S.C. §§ 120 and/or 121 since a specific 

reference was included in the first sentence of the specification or in an Application Data Sheet. 37 CFR 1.78. 



Attachment(s) 

1 ) M Notice of References Cited (PTO-892) 

2) Q Notice of Draflsperson's Patent Drawing Review (PTO-948) 

3) Q Information Disclosure Statement(s) (PTO-1449) Paper No(s) . 



4) n Interview Summary (PTO-413) Paper No(s). 

5) n Notice of Informal Patent Application (PTO-1 52) 

6) □ Other: 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC§101 

1. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and usefiil process, machine, manufecture, or composition of matter, or 
any new and usefiil improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the conditions and 
requirements of this title. 

2. Claims 1-10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is directed 
to non-statutory subject matter. The description or expressions of a program are not physical 
"things". The descriptive material is not recorded on some computer-readable medium. 

Claim Objections 

3. Claims 1,11 and 16 objected to because of the following informalities: It is requested that 
the applicant spell out the acronyms "SBF" and "TMK" so as to avoid any possible confusion as 
to the meaning of this term. Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC§ 102 

4. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of apphcation for patent in the United States. 
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5. Claims 1 and 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Goel et al., 
"Functional explanation in design", IJCAI-97 Workshop on Modeling and Reasoning about 
Function; pages 1-10. 

With respect to claim 1, Goel et al. discloses a process for enabling a user to utilize a 
plurality of knowledge acquisition approaches to find a solution to a task(see abstract lines 5-7), 
the knowledge acquisition approaches including a task-method-knowledge approach(see 
abstract hne 5) and a structure-behavior function approach(see page 1 fourth paragraph and page 
three last paragraph), the process comprising: acquiring a task by recieving information 
specifying at least one input parameter, one output parameter(see page 1 last two lines and page 
2 second paragraph) , and an initial approach; analyzing the provided information to determine 
whether to process the task using the task-method-knowledge approach or the 
structure-behavior-function approach based on the specified initial approach; processing the task 
using the determined approach to achieve a solution, the processing utilizing the input 
parameter(see page 2 lines 12-20). 

With respect to claim 10, Goel et al. discloses the process including: determining whether 
the user desires to modify at least one of the input or output parameters; and modifying at least 
one of the input or output parameters if the user so desires (see page 4 paragraph 4). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
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such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 



7. Claims 2-6 and 1 1-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Goel et al., "Functional explanation in design", IJCAI-97 Workshop on Modeling and Reasoning 
about Function; pages 1-10 in view of Scott et al. U.S. Patent No. 4,713,775. 

Regarding claim 2 and 11-18, Goel et al. discloses all the limitations of base claim 1 as 
stated above. Goel et al. further discloses a process including, if the determined approach is the 
task-method-knowledge approach: searching a plurality of existing methods for a method 
operable to provide at least a portion of the solution; selecting the method if the method 
exists(see page 2 second paragraph). 

But Goel et al. fails to clearly disclose defining the method if the method does not exist. 

However, Scott et al. further discloses disclose defining the method if the method does 
not exist(see abstract lines 6-11). 

Therefore at the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to modify the above invention suggested by Goel et al. and combining it 
with the invention disclosed by Scott et al. The results of this combination would lead to system 
and method for collecting and representing knowledge using task-method-knowledge with 
structure-behavior-function in a computer system. 

One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to do this combination in 
order to obtain a knowledge system that provides automatic programming in order to effectively 
and efficiently solve the user's problems as suggested by Scott et al. 
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Regarding claim 3, Goel et al. in combination with Scott et al. disclose all the limitations 
of base claim 2. 

Goel et al. further discloses a process including: searching a plurality of existing 
procedures for a procedure rather than searching for the method, the procedure operable to 
provide at least a portion of the solution; selecting the procedure if the procedure exists(see page 
3 lines 10-11). 

Scott et al further discloses defining the procedure if the procedure does not exist(see 
abstract lines 6-11). 

Regarding claim 4, Goel et al. in combination with Scott et al. disclose all the Hmitations 
of base claim 2. Goel et al. further discloses a process including defining an event, the event 
operable to identify when to use the method(see page 3 hnes 18-20). 

Regarding claim 5, Goel et al. in combination with Scott et al. disclose all the hmitations 
of base claim 2. Goel et al. further discloses a process including providing a processing order, 
the processing order operable to define the order in which the method will be processed relative 
to a plurality of other methods awaiting processing (see page 4 last three lines of the fifth 
paragraph). 

Regarding claim 6, Goel et al. in combination with Scott et al. disclose all the limitations 
of base claim 2. 
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Goel et al. further discloses a process including, if the determined approach is the 
structure-behavior-function approach (see page 3 last paragraph): searching a plurality of 
existing models for a model operable to provide at least a portion of the solution; selecting the 
model if the model exists(see page 3 last three lines) 

Scott et al. further discloses defining the model if the model does not exist (see abstract 
lines 6-11). 

8. Claims 7 and 8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Goel et 
al., "Functional explanation in design", IJCAI-97 Workshop on Modeling and Reasoning about 
Function; pages 1-10 in view of Scott et al. U.S. Patent No. 4,713,775 and further in view 
Goward et al. U.S. Pub. No. 2002/0174268. 

Regarding claim 7, Goel et al. in combination with Scott et al. disclose all the hmitations 
of base claim 6 as stated above. Scott et al. further discloses encoding the behavior into the 
model using the task-method-knowledge approach if the behavior does not exist(see abstract 
lines 12-21). But Goel et al. in combination with Scott et al. fail to clearly disclose behaviors 
applicable to a model. 

However, Goward et al. discloses a process further including: searching a plurality of 
existing behaviors for a behavior applicable to the model; selecting the behavior if the behavior 
exists, the selection associating the behavior with the model (see abstract lines 3-8 and fig 3 and 
paragraphs 53-54). 
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Therefore at the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to modify the above invention suggested by Goel et al. and Scott et al. 
and combining it with the invention disclosed by Goward et al. 

One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to do this combination 
because it is common in the art for knowledge system to incorporate behavior models in order to 
generate a variety of responses as suggested by Goward et al. 

Regarding claim 8, Goel et al. in combination with Scott et al. disclose all the limitations 
of base claim 6 as stated above. Goel et al. fixrther discloses connections between components 
(see fig 2). But, Goel et al. in combination with Scott et al. fail to clearly disclose searching a 
plurality of existing components. 

However, Goward et al. further disclose a process wherein defining the model further 
includes: searching a plurality of existing components and existing connections for a first 
component, a second component, and a connection between the first and second components 
operable to represent the model and if at least one of the first conponent, the second component, 
or the connection does not exist, defining the first component, the second component, or the 
connection which does not exist (see fig 3). 

Therefore at the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to modify the above invention suggested by Goel et al. and Scott et al 
and combining it with the invention disclosed by Goward et al. 
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One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to do this combination 
because in the knowledge system usually have components depending on other components and 
refering among each other. 

9. Claims 9 and 19-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Goel 
et al., "Functional explanation in design", IJCAI-97 Workshop on Modeling and Reasoning 
about Function; pages 1-10 in view of Scott et al. U.S. Patent No. 4,713,775 and further in view 
Nasr et al. U.S. Patent No. 5,018,215. 

Goel et al. in combination with Scott et al. disclose all the limitations of base claim 6 and 
16 as stated above. But, Goel et al. in combination with Scott et al. fail to clearly disclose 
mapping either the input parameter or the output parameter to at least a portion of the model . 

However Nasr et al. discloses a process including mapping either the input parameter or 
the output parameter to at least a portion of the model, the mapping operable to assign the 
mapped parameter to the portion (see fig 4 element 104). 

Therefore at the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to modify the above invention suggested by Goel et al. and Scott et al. 
and combining it with the invention disclosed by Nasr et al. 

One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to do this combination 
because it is common in the art for models related with system to contain parameters directly 
related to specific sections. 
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Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 9/29/03 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, TfflS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this conununication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Carlos Ortiz-Rodriguez whose telephone number is (703) 305- 
8009. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Leo P. Picard can be reached on (703) 308-0538. The central official fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is (703) 872-9306. 
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Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 305-3900. 



cror 

December 8, 2003 




Carlos Ortiz-Rodriguez 
Patent Examiner 
Art Unit 2125 



